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Any program dedicated to the subject of innovations

clearly accepted change as its basic reason for existence.

s is the reason that I have made a change in the admonition

old that "new wine must be put into new botties.

Times

have changed in the 19 centuries since this statement was

recorded by three biographers of the speech of one whom

rmillions still regard as the greatest teacher of all time.

Today we are faciﬁg the ecological problem of having so

many bottles left over that soon we will have no space left

for them if we don't use the old ones.

What T propose to do today .is to see what kind of

new wine we can put into this old bottle of preservice

education that will stimulate us into producing better

teachers of English.

time that we should use.

the future as we are Dyamlnlng the present.

Cur first problem is to determine the dimensions of

Obviously we are looking at

But, we

can learn much by looking at the past to determine what

some of the recent innovations are and

worked out.

how they have

If we set a time-frame of ten years, we will

iimit our task to reasonable proportions and thus be able

to

do a better job of analysis.

Corpare also, St. Matthew, 9:17, and St. Luke, 9:38

T

~ *A speech given at the Annucl Meeting of the Conference on English
Edudation of the National Council of Teachers of Engllsh Knoxville,
Tennessee, March 25, 1977.

JThe Gospel According to Saint Mark, King James' Vér51on, 2:22.
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The most helpful and most comprehensive study that I
have found on innovations in preservice teacher education
programs in the last decade was conducted as part of the
Multi~State feaéher Education Project.2 Dr. Jamzs A.
Johnson summarized the responses from 385 colleges anc

universities responding among 1110 that had been gqueried

about innovations in student teaching programs. While the

[

guery éoncerned student teaching, the responses inciuded
many parts of the total program of éfeservice education,
indicating that it is very difficult to talk about one
part without involving others thch precede, foilow, or
are concomitant. J

Listed below are the 15 categories into which I

" tried to includé 387 (81%) of the 475 innovationsAreported.

For example, 56 schools reported using TV equipment with
student teachers as an innovation, which was 14.5% of
the total of 385. 1In fairness to Dr. Johnson, I must
caution the reader that the followingvtabulation was

performed accordirg to my classification and not his.

Innovation N Percent
1. Use TV equipment with student teachers 56 .14.5
2. Provide unusual or extensive pre- ,
student teaching laboratory expevience 54 14
3. Schedule a professiOnal semester 45 12.7
4. Provide student teaching experience _
in disadvantaged areas ) 26 6.8

2 James A. Johnson. Innovatlons in Student Teaching. Multi-
State Teacher EdquLlon Proqect Monograph IV, Baltimore, Maryland,

Oct. 1968.
3
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fnnovation - N Percent
5.- Employ a student teaching center concept 25 6.5
6. Place student teachers in team teaching
and/or a non-gracded situation 24 6.2
7. Enmnploy an internship concept 24 6.2
8. Provide micro-teaching experiences 22 5.7
9. uUtilize a block program concept 21 5.5

10. Have special requirements of or .
arrangements with .ccoperating teachers 19 4.9

11. Conduct seminars for stud=nt teachers ’ 18 4.6

12. Provide student teaching experiences
in a variety of different situations 14 "3.6

13. Require student teachers to take part
in a September experience 13 3.3

14. Use the inter-action analysis with
- student teachers 12 3.0

15. Provide full-time student teaching
experience 19 2.5

"So that the full spectrum of the innovations reported
can be observed, the 88 additional innovations reported
have Been classified into 23 groups and placed in a de-
creasing order of frequency. 1In the list that follows,
the first was reported as an innovation by 8 colleges
and universities and the last by only 1.

Utilize subject matcter specialists as college

supervisors; Provide joint responsibility for
student teachlng with a public school system;

Employ a cllnlcallprofessor concept; Provide

student +cach1ng methods courses concurrently;

Employ a teacher aide concept; Utilize resident
coordinators; Individualize student teaching

4
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experiences; Use sinulation experiences in the
program of professional laboratory experiences;
Require student teaching during the junior -

year; Do not use an ABC grading system for
student teachers; Use team supervision; Provide
for a student teachingadvisory council; Provide
for student teaching in other nations; .Place 2
student tecachers in the same classroom at the
samz time; Use audiotaping equipment with student
teachers; Employ a, combination full-time/part-
time student teaching assignment; Assign student
teachers off-campus; Provide outdoor educational
professional laboratory experiences; Employ

a teaching practicum concept; Employ an apprentice
teaching concept; Require student teachers to
keep a daily log; Employ group process principles;
Have an Honors Program for student teachers.

Such a multiplicity of suggestiéns cries oﬁt for
additional classification/Ig;t we lose sight of the forest
because of the trees. Accordingly, all 475 suggestions
have been grouped into 6 divisions, which, unfortunately,
are not mutually exclusive; but, they are‘sufficiently
discrete to indicate differences. The results are

H -
reported below.

Total
Classification .  Number
1. A professionaivsemester and internship » 118
2. -widér and more varied expériences . 110
‘3. Use of technolcgical aids, TV, audio, etc. - 84
4. More competent supervision of student teachers 77
5. More teaching experiences before student :
teaching , _ 68
6. More édequate evaluation of performance - 18

1
’
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There are, of course,.additional innovative programs
‘that have béen reported in educational literature. Edelfelt
has described 29 cf them in considerable detail.3 He has
classifiad these into 9 categories which he has identified
as follows: a State plan; New position developed;
Iéterinétitutional cooperationy Integréted professional
,program; Individualization of experience; Crcss-cultural
experience; Technology; Sensitivify.training; and Analyéis
of teaching. of these-29 programs, as nearly as I have
bgen éble to determine, no more than half were'among the

schools included in Johnson's study. Edelfelt's report

~-

L .
.

adds not only a numoer of colleges and universities to
the total list but also the innovative programs developed
by two regional laboratéries, the Far West Laboratory
in Berkeley and the Upper-Midwest Regional Edﬁcational
Laboratory in‘Minneapélis. -
The greafest agreement among these 29 programs favors
the ésﬁablishﬁent of an integrated professibnal program
and interinétitutignal cooperation. The importance of
“technology is not stressed as much és it was in Johnson's
report, but the stress upon sensitivity training.and analysis qf
teaching is somewhat greater amoné Edelfel£'s 29 institutions
than among Johnson's 385. ’ , -~
As one wades ‘through the professional literature on
‘the subject of innovations in preservice teacher education
programs, there is much that repeatg'the.foregoing; Even
6

, 3Roy A. Edelfelt, Editor. Innovative Programs in Student Teaching.
Maryland State Department of Education, Baltimore, 1968. .

Ve
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so, there are several programs which may interest specialists
in English Education particularly because they are recent
and are specifically geared to the teacher of English.
The program at the University of Georgia need not
b= described here in great detail because a fine expla-

nation cf it appears in a recent issue of English Education.4

Nevertheless, one can not help but notice that many
Qf the innovations-already mentioned have been skill-
fully incorporatéd into it. Of.particuiar value to us
is the description of the attemﬁts made to méasﬁre
objectively what this program accomplishes.

An innovation which has been mentioned but may need
more emphasis is the Teacher Center concept. While
Bell and Peightel have written in some detail abou£ this
concept especially as it applies to inservice educaticn,
if_is clear that it embracesﬁbfeservice teacher education
as well.5 lThey identify 9 teacher centers located in
various pérts of the United States and briefly des¢ribe
what each does. %n addition, they describe the British

Teacher Center which gives a new dimension to our under-

standing of this concept. It is clear that here is a

4. Geiger Ellis, W. Hugh Agee, Emily B. Gregory, Dan Kirty,
Angelia Moore, Roy C. O'Donnell, Amy Pace, Wm. L. Smith, and L. Ramon Veal.
"The University of Georgia Teacher Education Program in English."
English Education, 7 (Summer 1976) - 218-35.

5Harry Bell and John Pelghtel. Teacher Centers and Inservice Education.

Fastback 71. Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, Bloomington, Indiana, 1976.
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place where both preservice4and inservice teachers as

well as supesrvisors, administrators, dniversity faculty,

paraprofessiocnals, students, parents, and others can

worx together in a field-based situation. Theresa Love

has described for us an interesting field-based program

for English teachers at Southern Illinois University whickh o

incérpdrates many of the innovations already mentioned.6
Always of interest is the educational program which

is chosen each year by the Asmerican Association of Colleges

of Teacher Education for its Distinguished Achievement

Award. Weétern Illinois University at Macomb has just been

announced as the‘l977 winner? Features of the program

are that it is a joint effort of correctional institutions,

altérnative schools, and university professionals. It

is a field-based program which begins in tﬁe freshman and

continues through the sophombre year as students visit

institutions, is followed by speﬂaing 100 hours there in

_half-day blocks during the junior year, and concludes

with an apprentice student teaching situation as the
culminating field experience.
Even though all of these innovative practices reported

may be labeled recent in that they are products of our

1]

- present decade, several questions always arise whenever

one surveys current literature. There is not only the

fear of leaving something out, which we all know is inevitable,

e,

6Tﬁeresa R. Love. "The Engllsh Teacher and the Téachlng Léarnlng

Center. . .English Educatiory 7(Summer 1976) 236 44.

7"W’estern Illinois Correctlonal/Alternatlve Eduoatlag,Program
Wins DAA." AACTE Bulletin, 29 ( February1977) 2. -
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but also the likelihood of a lag between publication and

ractice. It is unfortunate that failudre is seldom

yo!

publicizéd,\for, aren't we also interested in what
doesn't work? Finally, if one were to dream-a little
and create a program, & brain child as it were,

what kind of program woﬁld then emerge?

In orcder to answer these three guestions a questionnaire
was circulated among 30 praqticing professionals in English
Education in 25 states. They were asked to respond‘to
three open—-ended cuestions concerning a suécessful practice .
or activity that had been added to their teacher education
program since 1370, a practice or activity that had'failéd,
and an innovative idea that they would like fo try.

Thus far replies have been received from over two—thirdg
of'tﬁeigroup, representing schools froﬁ 20 state; in all
parts of the country.

| Two practices that were reported as being successful
among'several of Fhe respondents were scheduling field-
experience activities for students during the methods
course, and videotaping lessons taught by methods sﬁudents
and‘then playing thewm back for study and analysis. Amonng
other successful innovations mentioned were inviting a
panel of experienced‘teachers to the methods class to
discuss student teaching; providing more than one student
teaching aésignment, théh iﬁ orz school made student
téachihg a two-semester prbgram and in another reqpired.
students to teach in both_asjunior and a senior high

“

school; teaching the methods course in a series of modules
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each of which cgntained a learning and activity package;
making an identification of teacher behaviors for the
English classroom and then asking the students to
simulate them in a teaching situation; providing a
Duddy’system of checking each other's written papers
prepared for the methods class as an exzperience in evaluating
‘writing; using many sources for reading in the methods
class rather tﬁan using a singlé text; using improvisa- .
tional drama in the presentation of material; provid%ng
more than one methods course,_such-as special courses in
teaching Eeading, aﬁother in literature for adolescents,
and a third in linguistics fdr teachers, which, by the way,
was not the traditional course in linguistics usually
offered; making Student teaching a full-time experience
with no on-campus responsibilities; bringing prospective
tcachers from other disciplines into the course on the
teaching of writing; providing not one but two courses
in reading for all prospective English teachers; .providing
actual preriepéé in the methods class in activities
o such as how to divide students into groups; providing
for methods and student teaching together during the
same semester; énd, stressing and practicing role
playing during lessons taught by oné’s peers to increase
a student teacher's sensitivity. |
And what were some of ﬁhe‘practices and activities
that were reported as unsuccessful innovations? Among
them were the following: compressing the methéds éourse

ERIC SRR S

PRt povansn e . | .
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into a six-weeks comprehensive courss just bz=fore student

’ individualizing the program in subjects

=

ory to studznt teaching; teaching the methods course
at the samz tim= that student teaching is done; recording

in a journal attitudes toward classroom activities 6bserved,
field experiences, readings, reflections, etc.; providing
for joint participation of members of the English Department
ana English Education specialists in all phases of the

program; providing for role playing by the students as

junior and senior higﬁmgchool youth; developing:an
interinstitutional program among three collegés whose
students took the same methods class and did student teaching
in’the same school system; scheduling student teaching
N in an evening school;/team teaching of specialists in
English, reading, and educational psychology; suggeétiﬁg
to student teachers the importance of taking part in
professional actiyities and organizatioﬁs; having the
students in methods class individually develop a grammar
£est and then havé them take these tests; and, scheduling
several-student teéchers with one cooperating teacher.

The ideas which the respondents indicated as something
they would like to try were not as numerous. Among those
described were the following: bringing a panel of high
school students to the methods class to discuss teaching

- with the methods class; schedule the methods class in a

ERIC
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high school arnd thus provide team teaching and tutoring
experiences cduring ths mathods semester r; prcvide a new
approach to the methods—course through a "Languzge and
Communication” approach in +which searching guestions would
be prCVlded and students would try to find ans wefstto them;
make the methods course a creative problem-solving
exXperience in which problems the students want o explore

are identified and then studied in an attempt to solve
And where has all of this brought us? Certainiy
there has been no shortage -of innovations as we have
examined what has been reported in printed form as
well as the comments from our colleagues who have
shared their fifst—hand experiences. Reporting innovative
ideas that have failed has probebly been one of the most
intriguing parts of this study. It is interesting
to note that what one school has reported as a success
someone else has recoraed as a failure. We have also
-noted that in most situations innoyations don't appear
: singly, for ehey are often sufficiently comblicated so
that one innovation requires otners to accompany 1it.
Plarns also vary considerably from school to school,
for different combinations seem to be needed to care
for different eettingsf It is thie infinite variety
which seems to reflect the strength of different’
. ‘ teacher education programs. .This may signal the warning
that taking the plan of another scnool and trying to

. apply it in our own setting may not achieve the rosy
\(o 7 R ¥ -
ERIC . | -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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S

results hoped for.

Our task now seems to be one of bringing some type

‘of order o out cf these many ideas that have -
! . ,
! been gat’ ‘ re are.any general pr- —iples for
action for us, the following seem to include t :e majority

of the innovations suggested.
wi; There secems to beta:definite.trend toward a
longer and therefore‘a kind of_developmental program, -
embracing at least a two-year preservice program as the
minimum, in Whlch a sequence of allied courses accompanles
actuaL experlentes 1n worklng in teachlng 51tuatlons. N
Some suggest 1ncrea51ng the 1ength by 1nclud1ng the
freshman and sophomore years of college, whlle othersi'
.suggest.addlng a year mor; to the traditional four—year, '
COlIege program.-‘No doubt there already are thoselwho
- would settle.for nothing less® than a five—yearvprogram N
with each year'inciuding some Qork direetly related to
preservice teacher education. |
2. TheTe is strong support for full;timeuteaching
experience:at'the end*of the program either in the form-
dof apprentlce teachlng, an 1nter§sh1p, or a full semester
block in whlch’the student has no on-campus respon51b111t1es

The idea- here is to prov1de an experlence for the student

T | which is as close to a.fuli‘day~of teachlng as p0551b1e¢_'

W§Tmfhe 1mportance of alfreld based teachlng and

learnIng experlence is supported by many, espec1ally “hose

._who bel;eve strongly “in the teacher—center 1dea Some

would conflne thlS to*the student“teachlng experlence

*’ "‘.. IR “" :' e 7. _ | , | 13
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while other§ insist that course Work canlbe.a'part ofA
field-based experiences, for it would beé ‘doing for the
preservnce Program what 1s already a part of many
inservice proarams. _ //‘
4. AY1 of the o ~going impliesvthe importance of/

the principle of wide experience. ThlS ‘would stress the
1mportance that secondary teachers work w1th junior as

// well as hlgh school youth w1th schools in the inner
c1ty as well as thelsuburbs, and w1th startlng student

teaching when school’ opens in. the fall and endlng it when

school closes in the spring.

5. The 1mportance of competent superv151on throudhout j\

,1s stressed in most 1nnovat1ve programs.‘ This means“

not only competent cooperatlng teachersyln the schools

to which students are assigned but also bettervsupervision

‘ x - )

from the teacher education lnstitution; More time

will have to be spent by college teachers in the fleld
| both for superv151on of student teaching and 1n teachlng w
classes that are alrectly related to methods of  teaching
/each of the' langua e arts. To this we ought to append

_the concept that 7 e ad]unct respon51b111ty of competent

l/// . teaching needs to be extended-to all college teachers,”
for many,students get wrong.ideas‘of the teaching,process

: Do R } :
-~ ‘through exposure to college professors who -have .not the

sllghtest idea of what. teachlng in the public schoolsshoukiand

’

should not be. o ' . ¢

6. Certalnly technology has entered the p1cture and

oo+ to many the opportunlty to: v1deotape_sample~lessons—and

/
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critique them is the best thing that has happened to

the preservice program. Here one secs many variations

' frOm'the simple mini~lesson on "How to ask questions”" to

_the gore complete lesson which involves the building of

readi gss, the_teaching of one or more concepts followed
E . v o .. ~
! e tion, review, and the giving of an assignment

\

The oo <2 many varlatlons here even including the video-

-

taping of complete lessons during the student teaching
. |

: /
7. Finally, there is one ‘principle that seems to be

lacklng in ‘many of the 1nnovat1ve programs reported and,
if we are to be honest we should report llmltatlons as

‘well as strengths The prlnc1ple of evaluation is

s

conspicuously absent 1n.many programs. One gets the
feeling from some that the program offered is so good
that merit is taken'for granted. Others seem to feel

that you can't evaluate such th1ngs anywav,'so what vother?

" The ant1~accountab111ty enthu51asts are not llkely to

respond klndly to any klnd of evaluatlon eXCept,_p0551bly,

the1r own assessment It is true that we don t have

*prec1se 1nstruments to evaluaLe many aspects. of the

teachlng—learnlng process, but, this is no7 reason

\

7

"for us to glve up.

One of the great cr1t1cs of Amerlcan llfe and its

1nst1tutlons is no longer with us, but if George Bernard

Shaw were here today he wQUld have something.to say to

‘15
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those of us who are étill dragging our feet. On one
odcaéion he made the remark that the thing that was
wrong with American edugatioﬁ was that it wasic0nstan£ly
putting thé/tacks where the carpet was six months ago. |
As we honestly report more of our failurés, so we can
n from them;'and e .luate our successes to prove
that what we call successes are really successful, i£ just
:may be that we might even satisfy the Geérge Bernard
‘Shéws by bringing the tacks and the carpet closer together;
Let us pause now and Céﬁéide%@the.metaphor that" we

‘started wi#h-af;the beginning.. There‘is‘obviously no
shoftagevof new wine that is avaiiable in the market Qf
ideas, and it comss in an almost infinite number of

varieties. But, before w .dd any more new wine => the

old bottle, we better be that it is good.

——
—_—

—
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